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By most estimates, the SAS was less than a complete success. One problem had to do with conflicting expectations about its use.  "People got very confused about the purpose of the SAS," said CEIS's Andrew Hahn.  "ETS was never intended to be the evaluator.  The idea was to create a large data base and make ETS the repository." But because ETS was cast in the role of developing the SAS, explaining it to program administrators, and collecting data, it became identified äs an evaluator, whether that was its role or not.
This led to a second problem, which was conflict between ETS and program operators over the use of the SAS.  "Program people hated it," Hahn recalls, "and it was very difficult to get their cooperation in administering it." A third problem was ETS's lack of experience with the employment and training system, a problem it shared with a number of other educational organizations that got involved in YEDPA projects. Schools are relatively acclimated to periodic testing, even though principals and teachers resist it. They are also accustomed to ETS äs a prominent Institution in the testing field. Most delivery-level organizations in the employment and training System had had little or no experience with testing and saw no particular reason to cooperate. ETS's experience did little to prepare it for these practical problems.
A final problem was disagreement over the design and content of the survey.  In retrospect, a number of people saw gaps in the data and in ETS's analysis of it, but those gaps were not clear when initial designs were presented and approved.  Taggart explains, "I delegated the design of the SAS internally and never reviewed the actual content of the Instruments before they went out.  That was about the only thing I didn't review in detail. When the first results came back, I went through the ceiling—they were not what we needed at all—and read the riot act to the staff and ETS.  From that point on, we had a constant battle to try and turn it around."
Constituency Support
Constituency support projects were designed to make good on Congress's expectation that client groups, community-based organizations, and intergovernmental constituencies would be involved and consulted in the Implementation of YEDPA programs.  The mayors1, counties1, and governors' associations were important in maintaining any political support for any future youth employment activities, since they were the host governments for CETA prime Sponsors.  In addition, they had a strong incentive to resist Separation of youth programs for other employment and training activities, because they constituted a "recategorization" of CETA and a retreat on the initial broad grant of discretion that accompanied CETA. Putting these organizations to work identifying exemplary youth programs in their jurisdictions, even if it did not produce much in the way of research, was a useful way of giving them some ownership in YEDPA.
Constituency and client groups, like the Urban League and SER, were key to development of a youth employment system in two respects.  They were the national interest groups for their local Community organiza-

